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or that it has no being. We may say that it is a value or norm
for science. It is to know the nature of existent matter that
science starts on its inquiry; and what it discovers therefore must
be the nature of existent matter. Without the implication of
being or existence, science can have no value: it would be mere
intellectual gymnastics.
The ontological presupposition of science should not be dismissed
as a mere prejudice. Meyerson's difficulty is due to his starting
with the idea that reality is just the continual flux of nature.
We may start with such an idea; but we must be prepared to
modify it, whenever we feel the need to modify it in the course
of our inquiry. Physics would not have progressed, if it had not
left behind its primitive conception of matter. Just as within the
seeming matter the physicist has discovered the true matter, the
philosopher may discover the true reality within the seeming
reality. The flux of nature becomes intelligible to us because of the
ideal reality discovered by our inquiry. The inadequacy of explana-
tion to reality will be felt only if we tacitly or openly assume that
explanation means a mere description of things. True, Meyerson
controverts the positivistic view of explanation; for positivism
leads to sensationalism, which is not acceptable to many scien-
tists. But he can pronounce that explanation is inadequate to
nature only if he assumes that nature is just what description
gives it to be and that a bare description of nature is possible.
If explanation is the discovery of the elements of identity in the
flux, then evidently out of those elements of identity the flux
cannot be constructed. Nor can the flux be deduced from them.
Further, though our concepts are static, it is not necessary that
the entity corresponding to those concepts should be static. For
example, the concept of motion may be static, but motion itself
need not be statioThe fixity of the concept means that the thing
does not become something else. So we need not accept that the
element of identity discovered by science is static. But still, it
is not the same as the flux of nature. What we call an explanation
of nature is the formulation of our idea of nature; and that idea
is discovered within nature. It is our idea of true and perfect
nature; and what we see as nature appears as nature because of
the presence of the true nature within it. If it were not there,
nature would not have appeared as nature. The explanation of
nature is the discovery of true nature within what appears to us
as nature. There must consequently be some discrepancy between
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